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Merchandising Your Membership
Each PCPS member firm undertakes a special
commitment to quality service, and demonstrates that
commitment by submitting to periodic peer reviews.
Most members agree that this in itself helps to improve a
firm and helps it to grow. But if you want the public
to see your own firm in a different light because of your
PCPS membership, your firm itself must act.
Many firms do this by publicizing their PCPS
membership and its significance to issuers and users of
financial statements. Some do it quietly, others
aggressively. This article, which is based largely on
conversations with members, reviews some of the
techniques used.
Firm stationery. Many firms mention their
membership on their letterheads, usually in a corner or
on the bottom. Sometimes this stands alone. In other
cases it appears along with membership in other
professional organizations.
The wording varies. Here are some samples:
-Member of AICPA Division for CPA Firms
-Member of AICPA Division for CPA Firms—
Private Companies Practice Section
-Member—Private Companies Practice Section,
AICPA
Proposals. Written proposals often include a
paragraph mentioning the firm’s membership and its
significance. Peer review is usually emphasized. The
Section’s CPE and quality control requirements are
sometimes mentioned.
Recruiting. Many firms use their PCPS membership
as a recruiting tool, emphasizing that the CPE
requirement applies to all professionals, not just CPAs.
Peer review and quality control are also mentioned.
Firm seminars and speeches. Firms that present
seminars for business groups often take a few minutes
to explain the significance of their PCPS membership.
Firm personnel also try to work this into other speeches
they give.
Personal contacts. Some members report that the
accounting profession’s peer review program, and the
firm’s participation in it, are interesting ways to lead into
a discussion of their firm’s capabilities.
Brochures. Firms that have descriptive brochures
often emphasize in them their membership and their peer
reviews. Some firms have developed special brochures,
usually just after having been reviewed. Some are quite
elaborate, including a description of the review process
and facsimiles of the peer review report and the
accompanying letter of comment.

Newsletters. Firms that issue client newsletters
have devoted entire issues to the PCPS, with occasional
related items in subsequent issues. Others have
emphasized their membership in special inserts or feature
articles. Some newsletters have included peer review
report facsimiles.
Newspaper publicity. Some firms have arranged
for local media to run articles or interviews about their
peer reviews.
Advertising. A few firms have mentioned their
membership and their peer reviews in paid advertisements.
At least one firm had a full page ad in its state society
newsletter, with a commentary on its peer review and a
facsimile of the report.
The completion of a firm’s peer review seems to
stimulate related publicity efforts. Interestingly, one
firm has reportedly been successful in merchandising its
qualified peer review report. The report cited two
deficiencies in the firm’s quality control policies and
procedures and concluded that “except for the deficiencies
noted in the preceding paragraph” the firm’s quality
control system was appropriate and was being complied
with. In publicizing the report the partners stressed that
they had always emphasized quality service and had
brought in CPAs from out of state to help them identify
ways in which they could further improve their service.
They noted that the reviewers identified two areas where
improvements could be made, and stated that the firm
is now making the recommended changes to help it
provide even better service.
The AICPA has published a brochure, What Is the
Division for CPA Firms?, explaining the two sections,
their membership requirements, peer review, and how
membership can affect a firm’s clients. It is available
from the Order Department in lots of 25, at ten cents a
copy. More recently, the PCPS has assembled a brief
portfolio of materials that member firms have used to
merchandise their memberships. To obtain a copy, write
the Editor, PCPS Reporter, at the AICPA.
□

PCPS Committee Rosters
Here are the rosters of the three PCPS committees. The
abbreviations following the names of each Executive
Committee member indicate the states assigned to that
member for liaison purposes.
These committee members are your representatives,
and they will welcome your suggestions, comments and
questions. (If you want to bring something to the
attention of a full committee, address your communication
to the committee in care of the Director, Private
Companies Practice Section, at the AICPA.)
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Executive Committee 1981-82
Francis A. Humphries, Chairman, F. Humphries &

R. Moise, Liberty National Bank Bldg., Charleston,
SC 29401. (FL, PR, SC, VI)
R. Phillip Baker, Baker Baker and Baker, PC, 13747
Montfort Drive, Ste. 310, Dallas, TX 75240. (AR, OK,
TX)
Dennis R. Baumert, Marvin E. Jewell & Co., 405 Executive
Building, Lincoln, NE 68508. (KS, NE, SD)
Monte R. Bluske, Bertelson & Co., 713 Kenney Avenue,
Eau Claire, WI 54701. (IA, WI)
James A. Butchart, Buchart & Associates, P.O. Box 629,
Canton, MS 39046. (AL, LA, MS)
W. Thomas Cooper, Jr., Frerman & Smiley, 621 West Main
Street, Louisville, KY 40202. (GA, KY, TN)
Robert H. Jenne, Murphey Jenne & Jones, 240 N. Church
Street, P.O. Box 1360, Decatur, IL 62525. (IL, MO)
Thomas A. Mahoney, Mahoney Cohen & Company,
330 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10017. (NY)
Charles McMonigle, Monroe Shine & Co., P.O. Box 1407,
New Albany, IN 47150. (IN)
L. Martin Miller, Cogen, Sklar & Company, One Belmont
Avenue, P.O. Box 30, Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004. (NJ, PA)
Kikuo Nakahara, Greene Nakahara & Arnold, 1939
Harrison Street, Ste. 500, Oakland, CA 94612.
(CA, GU, HI, NV)
John T. Schiffman, Smith Batchelder & Rugg, Lyme Road,
Hanover, NH 03755. (ME, NH, VT)
Donald E. Schmaltz, Schmaltz & Company, 470 American
Center Building, Southfield, Ml 48034. (Ml)
Donald L. Schoedel, Schoedel & Schoedel, 1420 Old
National Bank Bldg., Spokane, WA 99201. (AK, OR,
WA)
A. Marvin Strait, Strait, Schulz & Company, Holly Sugar
Bldg., Suite 1110, Colorado Springs, CO 80903.
(AZ, CO, NM, UT)
D. Harold Sullivan, Sullivan Bille & Company, 500 Clark
Road, Tewskbury, MA 01876. (CT, MA, RI)
Richard D. Thorsen, Thorsen Campbell Rolando & Lehne,
5353 Gamble Drive, Ste. 300, Minneapolis, MN 55416.
(MN, ND)
G. W. Tonkin, Tonkin & Associates, Chartered, 1419 West
Bannock Street, Ste. B, Boise, ID 83702. (ID, MT, WY)
C. Eugene Toothman, Toothman Rice & Company, P.O.
Drawer 2408, Goff Bldg., Clarksburg, WV 26301.
(NC, VA, WV)
Alfred M. Walpert, Walpert Smullian & Blumenthal, The
Lafayette Building, Ste. 300, 40 West Chesapeake
Avenue, Baltimore, MD 21204. (DC, DE, MD)
Thomas S. Watson, Jr., Watson Rice & Company, Citizens
Federal Tower, Ste. 1200, Cleveland, OH 44114. (OH)
Peer Review Committee 1981-82

Morris I. Hollander, Chairman, Millman, Weinberger &
Co., 4675 Ponce De Leon Blvd., Coral Gables, FL
33146.

Jon A Barrows, Bolan, Vassar & Barrows, 222 W. Osborn
Road, #400, Phoenix, AZ 85013.
Bruce S. Botwin, Bruce S. Botwin & Co., 1060 Kings
Hwy. North—Ste. 315, Cherry Hill, NJ 08034.
Francis J. Candia, Holtz, Rubenstein & Co., 445
Broadhollow Road, Melville, NY 11747.
Arthur W. Hoffman, Mayer Hoffman McCann, Plaza Center
Bldg., 800 W. 47th Street, Ste. 520, Kansas City, MO
64112.
Ronald S. Katch, Katch, Tyson & Company, 221 North
LaSalle Street, Ste. 863, Chicago, IL 60601.
Fred G. McCulloch, Boyd, Olofson & Co., Chinook Tower,
Box 4085, Yakima, WA 98901.
Charles H. Millsaps, Payne Miller & Oliphant, 715 Market
Street, Ste. 250, Chattanooga, TN 37402.
Lewis R. Oyler, Own Account, 812 South Washington
Street, P.O. Box 1376, Marion, IN 46952.
David E. Peeler, Vilmure, Peeler & Boucher, 13215 East
Penn St., Ste. 615, Whittier, CA 90602.
James L. Pioso, Nankin, Schnoll & Co., 700 West
Michigan Street, Milwaukee, Wl 53233.
Clinton J. Romig, LaPorte, Sehrt, Romig and Hand, 2475
Canal Street, New Orleans, LA 70119.
Barry E. Vallee, Rehmann, Robson, Osburn & Co., 2806
Davenport, Saginaw, Ml 48602.
Philip Vogel, Philip Vogel & Co., 800 Hartford Building,
Dallas, TX 75201.
Richard L. White, Grimsley, White & Co., 605 North Ninth,
Rocky Ford, CO 81067.
Technical Issues Committee 1981-82

Sandra A. Suran, Chairman, Suran & Company, 1600 SW
Cedar Hills Blvd., Suite 100, Portland, OR 97225.
James Castellano, Rubin, Brown, Gornstein & Co., 230
South Bemiston, St. Louis, MO 63105.
Donald M. Dale, Goodman & Company, 500 Plume Street
East, Norfolk, VA 23510.
Steven N. Fischer, Urbach, Kahn & Werlin, PC, 66 State
Street, Albany, NY 12207.
Paul J. Fouts, Jr., Finn & Company, 9595 N. Whitley Drive,
P.O. Box 40806, Indianapolis, IN 46240.
Earl D. Harriman, Windes & McClaughry, AC, 444 W.
Ocean Blvd. (Top Floor), Long Beach, CA 90802.
Michael W. Houston, Mauldin & Jenkins, P.O. Box 3069,
Albany, GA 31708.
Curtis M. Lund, Larson, Allen, Weishair & Co., 1560
Shelard Tower, Minneapolis, MN 55426.
Benjamin F. Rose, Own Account, Broadmoor Shopping
Center, Hobbs, NM 88240.
Sandra S. Schmidt, Own Account, P.O. Box 1053,
Boca Raton, FL 33432.
Melvin A. Steinberg, Bernstein and Bank, Ltd., 6677 N.
Lincoln Avenue, Chicago, IL 60645.
Chester D. Stocker, Rea & Associates, 122 Fourth St.
NW, New Philadelphia, OH 44663.
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An Inside Look at the AICPA’s Technical
Information Service
The Technical Information Service is one of the
Institute’s most valuable services—particularly since
Statement on Quality Control Standards No. 1 states that
“Policies and procedures for consultation should be
established to provide the firm with reasonable assurance
that personnel will seek assistance, to the extent
required, from persons having appropriate levels of
knowledge, competence, judgment, and authority.”
The following interview with George Dick, the
AICPA’s Director of Technical Information, describes
the TIS from the perspective of the person responsible
for its operations. (Your Reporter’s questions and
comments are italicized.)
Basically, George, what is the Technical Information
Service and how does it operate? The TIS is a service to
members that tries to provide guidance on any accounting
and auditing question practitioners or others may have. The
only limit is that we do not deal with tax or legal aspects of
questions, or questions that involve litigation. How do you
avoid questions with legal implications? After some
experience, we can usually tell from the way a question is
phrased. If we sense that there are legal implications we
inquire whether this is something that is or might be involved
in litigation. Then we do not provide an opinion of staff, but
we will give references that might help the caller do his own
research.
Who can consult the TIS? The service is designed
primarily for AICPA members, but as a practical matter we
don’t check whether a person is a member. Thus, we might
respond, for example, to a banker who sees something on
a financial statement that he’s not familiar with and we’re
asked what it might mean. Obviously, the TIS is a valuable
service—and a costly one. Why is it available to non
members? Doesn’t this increase your costs, and sometimes
encourage clients to use your service to second guess their
own CPAs? Actually, it would probably cost more to check
our membership list and it would certainly annoy our
members. More importantly, we feel this is a valuable service
to the financial community, and that it is appropriate because
in most cases we are dealing with questions about the
profession’s own literature. Financial publications, for
example, sometimes contact us when they are preparing
articles on new pronouncements. It’s certainly in the
profession’s interest that the writer gets it right. It hardly
ever happens that somebody calls us to second guess his
own CPA. Sometimes, though, a client—even a small client
—that has its own accounting staff will contact us to help
research a problem before presenting it to the CPA. In these
cases we make it clear that the final decision rests with them
and their accountants.
How long has the service been in existence? At least
twenty-five years. Do you know of any other professions—
law, medicine, etc.—whose professional societies provide a
similar service? I really don’t know. If any of your readers
do I’d be interested in hearing about it. A number of state
societies have consultation services. Do you consider yourself
to be in competition with these? Not at all—in fact, we
sometimes refer people to their state consultation services

when the question involves taxes, because we’re not authorized
to respond to such questions. Conversely, they sometimes
refer questions to us. It’s really a cooperative situation rather
than a competitive one. We’re all in the business of helping
practitioners.
About how many questions do you get in the course of
a year, and how do they come in? We’ve been running about
13,000 inquiries a year. All but about 400 come in by phone.
Because of the peer review requirement for documentation
of consultations we’ve had a slight increase in requests to
confirm our discussions by letter, and we’re glad to do this
as long as the caller submits the problem in writing. When is
your peak season? It used to correspond with the profession’s
peak seasons, but now we find that it’s peak season all the
time. The Special Committee on Small and Medium-Sized
Firms recommended that a toll-free telephone number, be
provided. What effect has this had? It’s really had a
tremendous effect. Calls this July were almost double last
July’s, and I don’t think that was a one-time surge. August
is also running very heavy. Let me take this opportunity
to repeat the toll-free numbers. In New York State, it is
800 522-5430. For the rest of the United States, including
Alaska and Hawaii (and we get quite a number of calls from
distant states) it’s 800 223-4158. Let me also say that because
we didn’t know how many more people would be calling in,
we didn’t add any staff. So, for a while at least, we may not
be able to handle every call immediately. However, callers
who can’t get through should expect a return call within 24
hours.
What types of questions come up most frequently? Over
the years, the most frequent inquiries are about business
combinations, deferred taxes, and the equity method. But in
general, the questions are so diverse that it’s misleading to
generalize. As you might expect, just after a new
pronouncement with broad applicability comes out, we
get a lot of questions about it. Right now we’re getting a
lot of questions about personal financial statements, even
though there has only been an exposure draft of a proposed
new pronouncement. New FASB pronouncements in
particular stimulate a lot of questions. Sometimes they slack
off temporarily and then we get another surge. For instance
we received a lot of inquiries about capitalization of interest
costs just after SFAS 34 came out. It slacked off for a while,
but now we’re having another surge as practitioners apply
the pronouncement. And, of course, we have for several
years been getting a lot of questions about leases. George, you
mentioned personal financial statements. Are your responses
based just on the 1968 audit guide, or do you base them on
the more recent exposure draft? The biggest proposed change,
of course, is that the exposure draft calls for a single column
statement based on estimated current value, whereas the
1968 guide calls for a two-column presentation, showing
both cost and estimated value. The guide is still in effect, and
we base our answers on that. However, we certainly are
willing to discuss the implications of the position taken in
AcSEC’s exposure draft. Do you analyze the questions to
identify patterns, or technical areas that seem to present
problems? What do you do then to provide guidance to
members who haven’t yet called you? We don’t make a formal
analysis, but the TIS staff discusses recent questions regularly.
Frequently we discern patterns. For instance, with the new
tax law we are getting a lot of questions about using the new
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TIC Sees Problems In Proposed MAS
Standards; Specialty Designations
At its April meeting, the Technical Issues Committee
resumed its detailed consideration of the MAS Division’s
proposed Definitions and Standards for MAS Practice.
The TIC continues to believe that many consultations—
such as those conducted in a single phone call—are
incompatible with what it considers engagement-oriented
standards such as planning and supervision, sufficient
relevant data and due professional care. The TIC urged
the MAS Division not to impose the standards on MAS
consultations until the division can provide specific
guidance concerning the application of the standards to
informal advice.
In presenting its recommendations to the MAS
Division, the TIC quoted a 1979 PCPS letter, issued
before the TIC existed, which stated in part that “we
believe that, in the simplest of terms, it would be disas
trous — or at best, futile — to attempt to impose [the
MAS standards] on informal advice and unstructured
consultations.” The TIC also urged a number of other
improvements in the proposed standards.
The TIC also expressed serious concern about the
Professional Ethics Division’s proposed revision of
Interpretation 502-4—Self-Designation as Expert or
Specialist. A few days later the Executive Committee also
considered this proposal.
Shortly before the committees met TIC member
Steven N. Fischer had discussed the proposal with Herbert
A. Finkston, Director of AICPA’s Professional Ethics
Division. Mr. Fischer described to the TIC the Division’s
concern about its difficulties in enforcing the current
prohibition on self-designation, and the possible legal
problems that could result. The TIC nevertheless objected
to lifting the current prohibition, but it also developed
alternative recommendations in case some changes were
deemed necessary. These included specifying just which
specialties members could claim, and requiring appropriate
disclosure if a specialist or expert is not assigned to a
firm’s local office.
Rather than conveying these recommendations
directly to the Professional Ethics Division, TIC represen
tatives discussed them with the PCPS Executive Committee.
That Committee was particularly concerned about the
limited exposure accorded to the proposal to rescind the
prohibition against claiming to be an expert or specialist.
Pointing out that this is a particularly important issue to
many Institute members, the Committee recommended
that the proposal be exposed at least to all practice units,
and that the comment period be extended. “Regardless of
the question’s ultimate solution,” the letter to the Profes

PCPS Reporter
sional Ethics Division pointed out, “our profession’s best
interests require maximum openness and discussion before
this type of change is made.”
Less than two weeks later, these issues and related
ones were discussed thoroughly by the AICPA’s Council.
The Professional Ethics Division has received a consider
able amount of input from a variety of sources. Its final
resolution of the problem is not yet clear.
□

Quality Control A/V Presentation
Available From PICPA
The Pennsylvania Institute of CPAs, in cooperation with
the New Jersey Society of CPAs, has produced an audio
visual slide presentation entitled “Who Audits the
Auditors?” Its purpose is to acquaint users of CPA
services and of financial statements with what they should
expect from CPAs and what they should look for to be
reasonably sure they are getting quality service. The
eight-minute slide presentation is suitable for use in a
public service program for professional groups that are
important to CPAs, such as bankers, attorneys, and small
businesspersons. It is also suitable for meetings of CPAs,
either by itself or in conjunction with a related two-hour
CPE course on “Practical Quality Control Considerations
for Local Firms and Sole Practitioners.”
Members of the Peer Review and Executive Commit
tees viewed the slide presentation at their June meetings.
They were very favorably impressed with its quality, its
effectiveness, and the favorable image it projects of the
PCPS.
The committees suggest that member firms and other
CPA groups consider buying or using the slide presentation
and the CPE course. Details are available from Ms. Pat
Walker, at the Pennsylvania Institute of CPAs, 1100 Lewis
Tower Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 19102; (215) 7352635.
□

Organizational Notes
At their June meetings the Peer Review and Executive
Committees adopted the following policy statement:
A firm that joins the Private Companies Practice Section
is required to have its review within three years from the date
it joins the Section (or from July 1, 1979, if the firm joined
before then). This date is not changed if a firm resigns and
then rejoins. Accordingly, a firm that rejoins the Section will
have to schedule its peer review for a date that is consistent
with this concept and acceptable to the Peer Review
Committee before its application will be accepted.
The Executive Committee also designated Francis
A. Humphries, Morris I. Hollander and Sandra A. Suran
to continue through October 1982 as chairmen, respec
tively, of the Executive, Peer Review and Technical
Issues Committees.
□
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PCPS Reporter
Peer Reviews Conducted By PCPS Committee-Appointed Review Teams
Cost Summary—July 1980 to May 1981
Average Cost

Firm Description

Sole Practitioner, No
Professional Staff
2-5 Professionals:
1 Partner
2 or More Partners
6-10 Professionals
1 1-20 Professionals
Over 20 Professionals

Average
Number
Number of
of Firms Professionals

Cost Per Review

Low

Average

Median

High

Per
Professional

Per
A&A Hour

5

1

$ 629

$1119

$ 927

$ 1998

$1119

$1.44

8
10
21
8
9

4
4
8
13
30

990
1174
1768
2168
3861

1802
2173
3482
4578
6230

1952
1974
3275
4707
5495

2627
3868
7946
6053
10104

465
505
438
349
209

.42
.52
.40
.42
.22

61

10

$ 335

$ .34

Notes:

Cost includes reviewers’ time charges, AICPA’s 10% administrative fee, and reviewers’expenses.
The 61 reviews include all those conducted by committee-appointed review teams except for two for which the costs
were not fully processed at the time of compilation.
3. Hourly billing rates for these reviews were $45 for team captains and $35 for other team members. Rates were
increased effective in mid-1981. For reviews of firms with less than 20 professionals and no SEC clients the new rates
are $55 for team captains, $45 for team members who are partners or proprietors, and $35 for other team members.
For firms with 20 or more professionals and all firms with SEC clients the rates are $10 higher in each classification.
4. PCPS member firms normally incur these costs once every three years.

1.
2.

PRC Questions Proposed Role as Enforcer
One of the recommendations of the Special Committee on
Small and Medium Sized Firms was that the Institute
develop a program for submission of information that on
its surface might indicate a firm’s inability to adhere to
appropriate standards. The information would be made
available to peer reviewers so they could determine
whether there had been an actual adverse effect on quality,
but would not be used for disciplinary purposes. The
accompanying text indicated that the program was intended
in part to guard against practice development policies that
are unfair and that are likely to have an adverse effect on
the quality of accounting and auditing services.
At the Executive Committee’s request, the Peer
Review Committee considered all aspects of the proposal
in depth at its January, February and March meetings. In
a letter recounting these deliberations PRC Chairman
Morris I. Hollander reported the committee’s serious
reservations about the probable impact of such a program.
The PRC was particularly concerned that providing
such reports to reviewers could impair their objectivity
towards the firm to be reviewed, “clouding the independent
mental attitude that is a vital characteristic of a reviewer.”
It would also introduce a bias in the selection of engage
ments to be reviewed, impeding the selection of a truly
representative sample of the firm’s accounting and auditing
practice. The inclusion of such engagements could also
expand the scope of affected reviews, thereby increasing

their cost. In addition, it could negate the PRC’s established
policy that a peer review is not a “witch hunt,” thus
impairing the program's credibility, acceptance and
effectiveness.
Another factor was that focusing on such engage
ments would in effect introduce into the peer review
process a consideration of the business aspects of a firm’s
practice. This would be inconsistent with the objectives of
peer reviews as defined by Council. The reviewer, Mr.
Hollander pointed out, has no authority to delve into the
fees that a firm billed for any engagement.
The PRC has recently revised the reviewers’ criteria
for selecting engagements to be reviewed in order to place
added emphasis on initial engagements. The training
courses and instructions to reviewers are giving additional
weight to all the quality control aspects of initial engage
ments, including the adequacy of time expended,
competency of the personnel assigned, familiarity with the
industry, and any particular auditing or reporting aspects.
In the PRC’s judgment these steps are responsive to the
substance of the Special Committee’s recommendation.
They should focus reviewers’ attention on situations that
might raise questions about a firm’s inability to conduct its
practice in compliance with professional standards. And
they would accomplish this without disrupting the basic
objectives and integrity of the peer review process.
The SEC Practice Section’s Peer Review Committee
has reached a similar conclusion.
□
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1982 must have their reviews by December 31, 1984.
Firms that join after 1982 will be required to be reviewed
within two years of joining. The Committee will reconsider
this two-year requirement in late 1982, and may then
decide to shorten it to one year.

Financial Reporting Developments
The Financial Accounting Standards Board is expected to
issue an “Invitation to Comment” (I/C) on financial
reporting by private and small public companies. The
Board hopes to gain input on how such companies’
financial reporting needs differ from those of large,
publicly owned companies.
The I/C is expected to include questionnaires to
facilitate responding. The PCPS Executive Committee
encourages all member firms to obtain a copy of the I/C,
and to respond directly and candidly to the Board in order
to help the Board determine just what differences should
exist. Members may also want to provide copies to
clients and users of financial statements so that they, too,
can comment. (Copies will be available from Order
Department, Financial Accounting Standards Board,
High Ridge Park, Stamford, CT 06905; 203/356-1990.)

PCPS Reporter
American Institute of CPAs

1211 Avenue of the Americas
New York, N.Y. 10036

This appears to be part of a fairly long range FASB
undertaking. Meanwhile, two more immediate projects
are under way at the AICPA—the PCPS Technical Issues
Committee’s “sunset review” of accounting standards
and the study being conducted by the Special Committee
on Accounting Standards Overload. While there is no
formal relationship among these three studies, close
communication is being maintained.
On a separate matter, the PCPS Executive Committee
commented recently on the Accounting Standards
Division’s exposure draft on personal financial statements.
The comment letter concurred with the draft’s position
that the only relevant basis of presentation is current
value, and that historical costs need not be included in
personal financial statements. However, the letter disagreed
with the requirement for a provision for estimated income
taxes on unrealized appreciation, pointing out that in
many cases the tax will never be incurred, the tax rate
would be mere speculation, and presenting such a
hypothetical tax as a liability of specific amount would be
misleading. Instead, it continued, there should be
disclosure that no provision has been made for taxes on
unrealized appreciation.

